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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to Applicant 

1 . This communication is in response to the amendment filed 03/20/2006. Claims 1 , 
7, 9, 15, 17, 23 and 26 have been amended. Claims 1-27 are all pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pritchard (U.S. Patent No. 4,491,725) in view of Provost et al. (hereinafter Provost) 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,341,265 B1). 

A. Claim 1 has been amended to now recite a method for determining payment 
for provision of multiple different services based on predetermined 
reimbursement rules, comprising the steps of: 

i. automatically grouping an item identifying said provided service 
together with an item identifying another service provided to said specific 
entity based on predetermined service record allocation rules; 

ii. automatically creating a reimbursement record (Pritchard; col. 10 . 
lines 35-45, lines 52-55 and col. 11 lines 10-18) identifying grouped items ; 



and 
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Pritchard fails to explicitly disclose "automatically grouping 
services" per se, since it appears that Pritchard is more directed to 
verification and processing of insurance claim payments (col. 4, 
lines 30-34) where the patient and service provider can read the 
claim payment amount for the collection of services (col. 8, lines 
44-47). However, this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Provost. 

In particular, Provost discloses automatically grouping an item 
identifying said provided service together with an item identifying 
another service provided to said specific entity based on 
predetermined service record allocation rules; (Provost; col. 9, lines 
18-58 and Fig.1-3). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include the aforementioned limitation as 
disclosed by Provost with the motivation of significantly reduce 
time, effort and expense that have been associated with the 
submission of claims that are not in condition to be paid (Provost; 
col. 3, lines 35-38). 

The rest of the claim 1 is not amended, and rejected for the 
same reasons given in the previous Office Action (page 
number 2-3), and incorporated herein. 
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B. Claims 2-6 are rejected for the same reasons given in the previous Office 
Action (page number 3-4), and incorporated herein. Therefore claims 2-6 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pritchard (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,491 ,725) in view of Provost et al. (hereinafter Provost) (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,341,265 B1). 

C. Claim 7 has been amended to now recite a user interface supporting a 
method for determining payment for provision of multiple different services based 
on predetermined reimbursement rules, comprising the steps of: 

i. generating a first user selectable menu icon for initiating display of 
a reimbursement record, said reimbursement record showing data 
indicating automatically grouped items including an item identifying a 
service provided to a specific entity together with an item identifying 
another service provided to said specific entity based on predetermined 
service record allocation rules; and 

ii. automatically calculating reimbursement amounts for said identified 
provided service and said other service provided to said specific entity 
based on a reimbursement contract (Pritchard; col. 10 , lines 35-45, lines 
52-55 and col. 11, lines 10-18). 

The obviousness of modifying the teaching of Pritchard to include 
automatically grouping services provided (as taught by Provost) is 
as addressed above in the rejection of claim 1 and incorporated 
herein. 



Application/Control Number: 10/005,137 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3626 

D. Claim 8 is rejected for the same reasons given in the previous Office Action 
(page number 4-5), and incorporated herein. Therefore claim 8 is rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pritchard (U.S. Patent No. 

4,491 ,725) in view of Provost et al. (hereinafter Provost) (U.S. Patent No. 
6,341 ,265 B1). 

E. As per amended claims 9, 15, and 17, the claims are substantially similar in 
scope to claims 1 and 7, and are rejected on the same basis. 

F. Claims 10-14, 16, and 18-22 are rejected for the same reasons given in the 
previous Office Action (page number 5-9), and incorporated herein. Therefore 
claims 10-14, 16, and 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pritchard (U.S. Patent No. 4,491,725) in view of Provost et al. 
(hereinafter Provost) (U.S. Patent No. 6,341,265 B1). 

G. Claim 23 has been amended to now recite a method for determining payment 
for provision of multiple different services to a patient based on predetermined 
reimbursement rules, comprising the steps of: 

i. Automatically searching for a reimbursement record indicating at 
least one other service provided to said specific entity; 

ii. Automatically determining whether said identified service as well as 
said at least one other service provided to said specific entity qualify for 
reimbursement under a single reimbursement contract; 

Pritchard fails to explicitly disclose " Automatically searching for a 
reimbursement record indicating at least one other service provided 
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to said specific entity and automatically determining whether said 
identified service as well as said at least one other service provided 
to said specific entity qualify for reimbursement under a single 
reimbursement contract" per se, since it appears that Pritchard is 
more directed to verification and processing of insurance claim 
payments (col. 4, lines 30-34) where a file is stored in a system 
memory and each file having a set of service codes with a claim 
payment for each service code (col. 3, lines 31-34). However, this 
feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by Provost. 
In particular, Provost discloses automatically searching for a 
reimbursement record indicating at least one other service provided 
to said specific entity and a utomatically determining whether said 
identified service as well as said at least one other service provided 
to said specific entity qualify for reimbursement under a single 
reimbursement contract (Provost; col. 3, lines 25-30, col. 7, lines 
14-19, col. 8, lines 1-5 and col. 10, lines 35-52). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include the aforementioned limitation as 
disclosed by Provost with the motivation of significantly reduce 
time, effort and expense that have been associated with the 
submission of claims that are not in condition to be paid (Provost; 
col. 3, lines 35-38). 
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H. Claims 24-25 are rejected for the same reasons given in the previous Office 
Action (page number 10), and incorporated herein. Therefore claims 24-25 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pritchard (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,491 ,725) in view of Provost et al. (hereinafter Provost) (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,341 ,265 B1). 

I. Claim 26 has been amended to now recite a method according to claim 23, 
including the step of: 

i. Automatically grouping said service provided to said specific entity 
with said at least one other service provided to said specific entity based 
on two or more of, (a) date of service, (b) patient identifier, (c) type of 
service, (d) type of patient and (d) patient medical characteristics. 

Pritchard fails to explicitly disclose " Automatically grouping said 
service provided to said specific entity with said at least one other 
service provided to said specific entity based on two or more of, (a) 
date of service, (b) patient identifier, (c) type of service, (d) type of 
patient and (d) patient medical characteristics. " per se, since it 
appears that Pritchard is more directed to verification and 
processing of insurance claim payments (col. 4, lines 30-34) where 
the patient and service provider can read the claim payment 
amount for the collection of services (col. 8, lines 44-47). However, 
this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by Provost. 
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In particular, Provost discloses Automatically grouping said service 
provided to said specific entity with said at least one other service 
provided to said specific entity based on two or more of. (a) date of 
service, (b) patient identifier, (c) type of service, (d) type of patient 
and (d) patient medical characteristics. (Provost; col. 3, lines 40-50, 
col. 8,lines 53-58, col. 9, lines 18-58 and Fig. 1-3). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include the aforementioned limitation as 
disclosed by Provost with the motivation of significantly reduce 
time, effort and expense that have been associated with the 
submission of claims that are not in condition to be paid (Provost; 
col. 3, lines 35-38). 

I. Claim 27 is rejected for the same reasons given in the previous Office Action 
(page number 10-11), and incorporated herein. Therefore claim 27 is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pritchard (U.S. Patent No. 
4,491 ,725) in view of Provost et al. (hereinafter Provost) (U.S. Patent No. 
6,341,265 B1). 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-27 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 3/20/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant's arguments will be addressed hereinbelow in the order in 
which they appear in the response filed 3/20/2006. 

6. The objection about claim 26 repeating the claim 24 as being duplicate is 
withdrawn as a result of amendment of claim 26. 

A. At pages 8-18 of the 3/20/2006 response, Applicant argues that the newly 
added features in the 3/20/2006 amendment are not taught or suggested by the 
applied reference. 

In response to the Applicant's arguments, Examiner respectfully submits 
that Pritchard discloses "calculating a reimbursement amount " on column 
10, lines 35-45 and continues on lines 52-55 that the system determines 
the amount of insurance reimbursement, and with the combined teaching 
of Pritchard and Provost have overcome the automatically creating a 
reimbursement record identifying grouped items . In addition, the combined 
teaching of Pritchard and Provost have overcome the system 
automatically apply the predetermined allocation rules by the 
communication between the client computer (service provider) and remote 
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server, which is done using internet or any other wide area network 
infrastructure. 

In response to the Applicant's arguments on page 16 about claim 18 and 
on page 17 for claim 24, Examiner respectfully submits that Pritchard • 
discloses "the patient and service provider can read the claim payment 
amount that the patient's insurance carrier will pay for a particular service 
or collection of services ", and Pritchard also describes how the claim 
payment is determined on col. 8, lines 20-36. In addition on col. 8, lines 
44-47, Pritchard continues to disclose the patient and service provider 
obtains the payment information for the service or collection of services. 
In response to the Applicant's arguments on page 16 about claim 20, 
Examiner respectfully submits that Pritchard discloses on col. 9, lines 3-7 
that insurance carriers assign the claim payment to the provider only if the 
provider participates in their plan, and Examiner believes that this is a 
identifying and prioritizing of the reimbursement contracts, or policies of 
reimbursement contracts. 

In response to the Applicant's arguments on page 17 about claim 22 and 
page 17 for claim 25, Examiner respectfully submits that Pritchard 
discloses on col. 5, lines 25-32 the date of last update, which means that 
each time the information enters the system, it updates the old 
information, therefore the system sorts them by the date. 
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The arguments about dependent claims 2-6, 8, 10-14, 16, 19, 21 and 27 
are very similar with the arguments about independent claims 1,7,9,15, 
17, 23 and 26, therefore have been overcome by combining the teachings 
of Pritchard and Provost as explained on the rejections above. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dilek B. Cobanoglu whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8295. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on 571-272-6776. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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